arguments that they put forth, and Baron's further definition of his position, are well known and, ordinarily, would not need to be reviewed here. But the thesis itself, and discussions of it, all turn on a question of interpretation, and why it has been possible to view the evidence in such different ways does need to be examined.
Baron Bruni was responding not to recent events in Florence, came the rejoinder, but rather to the form and structure of classical rhetoric, an example of which, Baron had admitted, Bruni had used as his model. In this view, Bruni's panegyric should be understood not as a statement of a new civic awareness but rather as a fairly standard performance by a professional rhetorician, more similar to than different from other such performances that preceded it."2 Baron and his critics were in agreement, then, about the importance of classical rhetoric for Bruni and, more generally, in the Early Renaissance. They differed, however, about how it was used. One of those who differed with Baron was Paul Oskar Kristeller, who insisted both on the centrality of rhetoric within Renaissance humanism and on its ties with its medieval past. As for this past, Kristeller has tried to show how Renaissance humanists as professional rhetoricians were following in the footsteps of medieval rhetoricians. They had similar training and occupied similar positions, acting as teachers of rhetoric or secretaries of princes or city governments. Their favorite literary forms and topics were ones familiar from medieval rhetoric, such as the ideal of republican liberty. This point is essential and needs to be stressed: classical texts, particularly those of Cicero, establish the closest possible connection between rhetoric and civic life, assigning to rhetoric, as was done later in Florence, the responsibility for upholding liberty.'" There were differences between medieval and Renaissance rhetoric, of course, the most important being the more systematic study of classical examples by Renaissance humanists, who thereby transformed the medieval ars dictaminis into the studia humanitatis. But if Petrarch was different from earlier rhetoricians and Bruni different from Petrarch, these were differences of degree rather than kind and the foundations of all were the same. 14 The question answered so differently, then, by Baron and Kristeller, to put it once again, is of how these encomia to Florence and to her citizens, artists among them, are to be understood: are they statements of attitudes that had arisen in Florence during this period in her history, articulating the responses of Florentines to the life around them, or are they, first and foremost, rhetorical exercises expressive of the importance attached by the humanists to the Latin language and its literary forms? If the answer must be one or the other, the arguments of this paper will suggest, this may not have been the right question to ask.
The Language of Early Renaissance Criticism
The modern study of Renaissance rhetoric gathered momentum in the period following the publication of Baron's book, so that in 1979 John O'Malley could confidently state: "If scholarship has proved a single point ... it has proved that in one way or another Renaissance Humanism was intimately, even essentially, related to the revival of classical rhetoric. A 'humanist' who made no profession of rhetoric was no humanist at all."'" One of the connections studied was between classical rhetoric and Renaissance art theory and criticism, a connection that by now has been firmly established. "The fundamental critical attitudes of Renaissance writers, both on painting and poetry," David Summers has written, "were defined by the tradition of rhetoric."" Summers was referring specifically to Alberti's De pictura, which, it is by now abundantly clear, resulted from the application of classical rhetoric to art theory.
Alberti applies a generally Ciceronian attitude to painting, urging the painter, as Cicero and Quintilian had urged the orator, to master the liberal arts, even while, in good rhetorical fashion, himself disclaiming eloquence."7 The organization of De pictura derives from classical rhetoric, namely from the isagogic or elementary treatises that first discuss the elements, then the art, and finally the artist; Alberti begins similarly with the elements (of optics), goes on to the branches of painting, and then treats the painter and his moral and professional conduct.'" It is possible to be still more specific, for, as D.R.E. Wright recently has shown, Alberti's overall plan corresponds to the structure of Quintilian's Institutio oratoria. 19 Alberti's praise of painting uses the techniques of epideictic rhetoric, which is a discussion in terms of value and of praise and blame to demonstrate the speaker's skill; the paragone is such a discussion, declaring the superiority of one of the arts by praising it (laus) at the expense (vituperatio) of the others.20 And many of his other distinctions and terms apply to painting the terms of grammar and rhetoric.21
What Alberti began was continued by the writers who followed him. "The range of later treatises applying rhetorical criteria is striking," Brian Vickers recently noted, citing, among others, Pino, Dolce, Danti, Commanini, and Lomazzo.22 These writers, too, applied the rhetorical system to painting, with the use of terms and concepts corresponding to those of rhetoric, drawn from the original sources or from material from the sources found in Alberti's book.23 It has been shown, then, that Renaissance art criticism owed a large debt to classical rhetoric. What has not been shown, or not with equal clarity, is how this language-based system is to be understood in relation to the visual arts it purports to define and evaluate.
The most notable attempt to so clarify this relationship was made by Michael Baxandall in his Giotto and the Orators (197 1), a book that has become something of a minor classic without, however, full understanding of its significance for the study of Renaissance theory and criticism.2' Baxandall begins with a detailed analysis of the language of early humanist criticism, which he identifies as the language of epideictic rhetoric. something about the awareness of the humanists of recent artistic activity; they tell us that the humanists were aware that this activity was noteworthy, that it constituted a "revival" of the arts that deserved to be extolled.29 This in itself he finds a humanist achievement. The importance of Baxandall's book cannot be exaggerated, and it consists in its demonstration of the workings of classical rhetoric in the field of Early Renaissance art criticism-as opposed to simply relating the terms and concepts of the one to the other. By tracing the remarks of the humanists back to their sources in the books of the ancients and showing how they were modernized, he very clearly demonstrates the conventionality of these remarks, issuing a warning against accepting them at face value.
He may, nevertheless, have underestimated the hold of rhetoric on the humanists. For, in an argument recalling that of Baron, the formulas of rhetoric are proposed to have been reanimated in direct response to recent events. If the claims made for individual Florentine artists are demonstrably conventional, they are still, we are told, expressive of the humanists' recognition of the historical importance of these artists. Yet, the whole purpose of the genre of panegyric, of which these claims are parts, is the celebration of a given subject. And the subject of the humanists of this discussion was neither painters nor painting as such but the city of Florence. For, as Quintilian puts it, cities can be "praised after the same fashion as men," for "the virtues and vices revealed by their deeds are the same as private individuals. produced the best artists since antiquity, preeminent artists who "revived" art.
To be sure, Florence produced excellent artists in Cimabue and Giotto. But to be excellent is not the same thing as to "revive" art. The excellences of Cimabue and Giotto were, moreover, of different kinds: modern art historians routinely observe that Cimabue's art belongs not to a Renaissance "revival" but rather to the end of the Italo-Byzantine tradition."' It is possible, of course, that the humanists did not see this difference and that they concluded, as Baxandall suggests, that there had been an ongoing "revival" of the arts. A "revival" is a rhetorical concept, however, and not a description of something, so that to speak of a "revival" of the arts was to put recent art history into the language of classical rhetoric; it was to impose a structure on this activity, and it was one that evidently fit some of the artists, most notably Giotto, better than others, such as Cimabue.
If this explanation seems reasonable, in the final analysis all that can be said with certainty about the humanists' critical statements and the historical framework in which they appear, is that the one, as the other, testifies to their belief in the centrality of classical rhetoric: Early Renaissance art criticism and rhetoric were so inextricably interwoven that it is difficult to determine where the one ends and the other begins. This was the critical legacy of the early humanists. It is fitting that the story of this ascent to perfection be told in the name of the duke, Vasari further states, since almost all of the artists who participated in it were Tuscans and the majority of them Florentines ("sono stati quasi tutti toscani, e la pii parte Suoi fiorentini"). 33 Vasari had to make a case, then, just as Villani and Landino had, for the preeminent singularity of the artists of Florence. That, in making his case, he consulted books of classical rhetoric has been no secret.34 His debt to these books was far greater than has been realized, however, with hitherto unsuspected implications for the epistemological status of the Lives.
As for this debt, just as the humanists listed five parts of rhetoric, Vasari divided visual art into five parts-regola, ordine, misura, disegno, and maniera.35 One of his highest forms of praise is that the figures in a work of art are so natural that they seem alive, one of the most recurrent of rhetorical commonplaces.36 His "rebirth" of art is an evolutionary process that has behind it arguments of both Cicero and Quintilian. This is a process unfolding in three phases or ages. The first deserves some praise, but was full of errors; the second, that of the fifteenth century, was better but lacked refinement and tended towards a dry style. What the second lacked, the third attained, reaching perfection in the art of the greatest (Florentine) artist of all: Michelangelo. refinements, seeing that "excessive study or diligence tends to produce a dry style when it becomes an end in itself."40 Quintilian, in a passage discussing the study of the past, remarks: "There are two faults of taste against which boys should be guarded with the utmost care. Firstly, no teacher suffering from an excessive admiration of antiquity, should be allowed to cramp their minds by the study of Cato and the Gracchi and other similar authors. For such reading will give them a harsh and bloodless style, since they will as yet be unable to understand the force and vigor of these authors.
...
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Study of models is essential, however, the orators say, and so says Vasari. Cicero tells how the young Sulpicius Rufus improved his natural gifts for oratory by imitating Crassus. "Let this then be my first counsel," he asserts, "that we show the student whom to copy, and to copy in such a way as to strive with all possible care to attain the most excellent qualities of his model....
But he who is to proceed aright must first be watchful in making his choice, and afterwards extremely careful in striving to attain the most excellent qualities of the model he has approved."42 Quintilian, in the same vein, adduces painting as an apology for imitating the works of others. We would still be in a state of savagery, he argues, if we did not use the works of our predecessors; "the whole conduct of life is based on the desire of doing ourselves that which we approve in others ... thus musicians follow the voice of their teachers, painters look for models to the works of preceding painters ... ." 4Vasari's Raphael is the most striking example of an artist who benefitted from the study of the best ancient and modern masters.44 Michelangelo, on the other hand, had no need for models, says Vasari: supremely gifted, he was able to achieve perfection without them. This exemption, too, follows rhetorical precedent. Cicero has Antonius observe: "We see that there are many who copy no man, but gain their objects by natural aptitude, without resembling any model. An argument is chosen for its proven effectiveness, with the narrative taking shape as such arguments are skillfully arranged. Indeed, as Cicero cautioned, if the narrative was ineptly constructed, the most scrupulous recitation of the facts could lack plausibility.50 It must also be said that the "rules" are not firm. Quintilian, for example, devotes all of Book 7 of the Instituto to a careful discussion of the problems and techniques of prose structure, only to admit that this is a skill that cannot be taught by rule. 51 Vasari understood history, then, as was usual at the time, as a form of classical rhetoric, and he composed his work in proper rhetorical fashion by adapting arguments from the ancient orators. It has been assumed that such borrowings were after the fact, as it were, that he looked to the classics to amplify arguments of his own prior devising or for help in presenting them stylishly. The recent literature of historiography suggests, however, that such a reading is too facile.
Many modern historians hold that the type of historical narrative used by an historian will influence not only the way he presents past events but what he will say about them and how he will place them in relation to one another; in question is not only the form of history but its content as well. According to this view, events in the real world do not necessarily occur in sequence or display the causal connections found in narrative accounts of them; these connections come rather from the narrative, in which they are discovered 40 Vasari-Barocchi/Bettarini, Iv, 6-7. The more fabulous incidents reported in the Lives of saints do not, it should be noted, enter into Vasari's Lives, indicating that, to his mind, there was a clear difference between saints and artists, however gifted, so that certain features appropriate to biographies of the first would be inappropriate in biographies of the second. Vasari's choice of themes, in other words, was controlled by a standard of "realism," a desire not overly to strain credulity.
Contrasting with Vasari's images of supremely gifted artists are others in the Lives, of more ordinary or inferior artists. Some of his criticisms of these artists sound reasonable enough, such as that Uccello spent too much time on perspective."' There are reports that seem incredible and have, in fact, been proven false, for example of Castagno committing a murder.68 Contrasting almost as strongly with the image of the artist as ascetic is the artist given to debauchery, for example, Puligo and Albertinelli and, most of all, Sodoma, who thought "of nothing but pleasure, worked when he pleased and only cared about dressing himself like a mountebank.""69 What is so striking about these reports is their clear opposition to others, in the Lives of the exemplary artists, contrasting the virtue of the latter with one of the Seven Deadly Sins, such as Wrath, Lust, or Pride. Other of the criticisms also turn out to be polar opposites of the traits of those model artists. The most recurrent one, put in a somewhat different form each time, is that this was an artist who, lacking a natural gift, had to depend on studythe criticism made of Uccello-said about artists whom we consider among the most gifted of the Renaissance, for example, Antonio and Piero del Pollaiuolo and Verrocchio.70 It would be difficult to account for these criticisms if one did not know of the other side of the rhetoric of praise and blame: the criticism of one man which intensifies the praise of another. Vasari's biographies recount events from childhood on to show that only certain artists-Michelangelo above all-were endowed with supernatural powers and so embodied the differences, ultimately, between the merely mortal and the "divine. Vasari's Michelangelo is distinguished by his drawing and foreshortening of the nude and so is Dolce's Michelangelo, but to his detriment: it is only in this one area that Michelangelo excelled and, in fact, his nudes all look alike, whereas those of Raphael are more varied and beautiful.73 And Titian is, at the very least, equal to Michelangelo and Raphael in invention and drawing and better in color, so that he is the most universal of the three; it is he, and not Michelangelo, who is "divine" and without equal in the realm of painting." Titian is "divine," in other words, for bringing together all the excellences of painting but, most of all, for his "perfect" color: perfection in art comes from colore and not disegno. Dolce's answer to Vasari is that there are, indeed, differences between the Venetian and Florentine schools, clearer ones than had been indicated by Vasari in 1550, based on a selective development of different features, and that the heightened colore of Venice is superior to the heightened disegno of Florence.
Vasari proceeded to stress these differences further in the 1568 edition of the Lives, making the Florentine and Venetian approaches more truly polar. Using Dolce's material, as Dolce had used his, Vasari supplements the passing mention of Titian in the first edition with a full-scale Life, detailing his works and the method underlying them, the method declared inadequate, the artist's colore no match for Michelangelo's disegno.75 That this was said in response to Dolce is clear and needs to be emphasized. Vasari had grouped all the arts under disegno in the 1550 edition and praised Florentine artists for their disegno. The term as defined by him is very abstract, however, takes in far more than the word "drawing," often used by modern art historians to render it, and was not used, as in the 1568 edition, against the Venetians.76
Scholars have asked why Vasari was so much more critical of the Venetian school in 1568 than in 1550 and have looked to his life for an answer; he must have been disappointed, they have suggested, by the reception of his work in Venice in 1541-42.77 They have, similarly, asked about the reasons behind the hostility displayed by Dolce toward Michelangelo. Aretino, from whose mouth the words of criticism come, seems never actually to have been as disparaging as Dolce makes him in the Dialogue."78 The answers to these questions are not to be found, however, in the tastes or personal experiences of the writers. For their books belong to a literary genre that distributes praise and blame, and how these will be apportioned follows from the purpose of the exercise.
An encomium to Florence must not only praise Florentine artists but declare their superiority to the artists of every other city, and the same for an encomium to Venice. When Vasari belittles Titian, or Dolce Michelangelo, therefore, should readers not have understood that these statements had been shaped by rhetoric and were not to be taken at face value? One would imagine that readers would so have understood. What may be puzzling to the modern reader, however, is that, in fact, readers of the time seem to have taken the critics at their word and to have found their assertions, for that reason, offensive. This is the way the Carracci, for example, reacted to Vasari. In the copy of the Lives that they annotated, they wrote not in appreciation of the skillfulness of his arguments but in anger at what, on the face of it, he was claiming; "he lies" and "he lies through his teeth" are the most frequent responses.79 Evidently, readers of sixteenth-century art history accepted the Lives as "history," even while knowing that it was deeply penetrated by classical rhetoric; they accepted as "true" statements that they must have known had been denatured by rhetoric. There is an explanation of this seeming paradox and it is that rhetoric requires a substratum or hard core of truth, the elaboration of which is the role of inventio. Inventio, as defined by Cicero, makes a case appear convincing by not straining credibility, "whether it be true or false." To the modern view of history, with its insistence on the factual authenticity of "events," inventio invalidates the claim of historical truthfulness. But clearly this was not the thinking of Renaissance readers, who, focusing on the truthful core of the argument, responded to it in its entirety not as elaborately rhetorical but rather as truly historical."
One example of such a truthful core would be the real difference between Venetian painting, so striking in its heightened colore, and Central Italian painting, with its incisive disegno. Rhetorical invention played its part in turning this difference into a contest between two irreconcilable methods. Similarly, an evident truth is of the greatness of a Giotto or Michelangelo, evidenced in their earliest surviving works. But to attempt to elucidate these works by surrounding them with what Vasari says about the artists' lives-early childhood experiences, personal qualities, education, etc.-all, or the better part, of which are, demonstrably, inventions traceable back to rhetorical topoi is to dilute history-and biography-with rhetoric.
As history there was much in the 1568 edition to offend artists outside of Florence. They found the artists of their regions or schools disparaged for being weak in disegno, because of which they are said to have relied on the tints and charms of colore, which is inferior to disegno. The most striking case is that of Titian, wanting in arte and disegno, masterly only in coloring from nature and, therefore, falling far short of the beauty and perfection of Michelangelo. When the artists of Lombardy or Venice do better, it is, typically, because of what they have learned from the Florentines.
Parmigianino is one such artist, whose Lombard naturalism is reinforced by Florentine disegno, which he learned from the works of Michelangelo and Raphael. (Vasari's Raphael, it should be noted, is a Florentine artist: his early style looks like the work of a different and inferior hand.)81 Correggio went as far as a Lombard artist could without seeing "good modern work," which is to say works by Raphael and Michelangelo, the perfection of which he was unable, therefore, to attain, and so on.s2
The admirers of, and successors to, these artists could not allow Vasari the last word. And, more important, the rhetoricians of Venice, Lombardy, and the other regions of Italy had been challenged; it was up to them to come to the defense of their artists, as of the places of their birth or adoption. The next chapter in the history of Italian art criticism is the story of how these writers, applying the rhetoric of praise and blame, answered this challenge. That this body of literature was inspired by Vasari's Lives has been remarked upon by all the scholars who have discussed it.91 They have explained the phenomenon in two ways: first, that these were writers aiming to flesh out Vasari with material on artists he had omitted; second, that they exemplify a tendency at the time to view the world narrowly, in terms of local history (campandismo).92 In these ways, they have concluded, seicento writers were operating within the framework established by Vasari. But these same scholars also were on the lookout for differences between the seicento authors and Vasari. In the case of Malvasia, for one, these differences testify, we are told, to a whole different conception of history, most clearly discernible in his biographies, which mark "a decisive step towards a real history of art"; this new kind of history or biography discards literary style as such, replacing it with sound critical judgments, the facts of original documents, reports of reliable witnesses, and so on.93 Yet to one familiar with classical and Christian rhetoric and with the biographies that Vasari wrote applying the precepts of rhetoric, Malvasia's biographies-as Soprani's and those of the other seicento biographers-seem very stylish; they seem to have been organized according to a definite literary style and pattern, of the same type as was used by Vasari and that I have attempted to reconstruct in describing a composite portrait of the artist of the Lives. Seicento biographies of artists were as closely controlled by classical and Christianized rhetoric, it can indeed be shown, as earlier art history and criticism more generally.
Rhetoric and Regionalism
The biographies of the Carracci by Bellori and Malvasia were so controlled. They follow the same general pattern as those in Vasari's Lives, passages from which they at times reuse. Reni, too, gave evidence of his talent at an early age ("his tender age of nine").g" He had little to learn from his first teacher, Calvaert, and by the age of thirteen was a teacher himself, alongside Calvaert, instructing other pupils in the studio; upon his transfer to the Carracci Academy, his talent was acknowledged by all except Annibale, whom he quickly equalled and showed signs of surpassing. Indeed, all three Carracci admitted that Reni "was master of them all."99
The Life goes on to detail Reni's dominion over all the artists of Bologna and even over Raphael, whose Saint Cecilia he improved upon in his copy.'0" The dominant artists of Rome, Annibale and Caravaggio, were alarmed by Reni's abundant talent when he arrived from Bologna.1o' Assaulted, verbally, by Caravaggio, Reni turned the attack back by admitting that he was "inferior to all."'02 That he was, in fact, superior, he soon showed by eclipsing Michelangelo's Last Judgment, Raphael's frescoes in the Farnesina, and Annibale's Farnese Gallery, which is to say that the art of Rome was completely overshadowed by that of Bologna.'03 His appearance and manner produced in everyone, even the greatest personnages, an "unconscious veneration and respect."'04 He was, in short, an exemplar of (saintly) virtue, industrious, devout, moderate in his appetites, an enemy of ostentation, and so on.'"5
As for Soprani, the exemplar of his Lives also demonstrated his talent while still a youth. We read how the young Luca Cambiaso so astonished some visiting Florentine painters who observed him at work that they made the sign of the cross and affirmed that this was an artist who might one day 
Scanelli's Microcosmo: Rhetoric and the Human Body
Before Malvasia defended the honor of Lombardy, Scanelli had done so in his II microcosmo della pittura (1657), a book of evident interest that has been identified as such by modem scholars, particularly by Mahon.'os Yet this book never has been given the attention it was said to deserve, surely because its argument is developed around an image that is so bizarre within the world of art criticism that, in the final analysis, the book seems merely eccentric. This is an image and a model of argumentation that can be traced back directly to classical rhetoric. The image is that of the human body, the microcosm of man transformed into the microcosm of painting, in which artists are assigned fixed places: Raphael is the liver, Titian the heart, Correggio the brain. (Michelangelo is the backbone, the Carracci the skin, etc.) The liver, Scanelli explains, is responsible for nourishment and the creation of the blood and is least noble; the heart, responsible for heat and life comes next; the brain, seat of the imagination and intelligence, is the most noble. Raphael is the liver for having drawn nourishment from mother antiquity and having himself nourished artists of the Tuscan-Roman school; Titian added heat and movement to the achievements of Raphael and his contemporaries; and Correggio took the contributions of Raphael and Titian, refining them into an "exquisite naturalness" ("esquisita naturalezza")."8 Scanelli's image is bizarre and must seem particularly anomalous for a period that aestheticized bodily experience.
Knowing that he was, before anything else, a medical doctor, does not make it less so. Yet it turns out to have been conventional enough within rhetoric, one of the basic requirements of which it satisfies, that ofmemoria.
Memoria involves the speaker memorizing a speech for delivery and of teaching through mnemonic images. It was based, in its most classic form, on the association of specific sounds, words, ideas, or arguments with a physical space divided into a matching number of compartments. The recurrent anecdote illustrating the importance of a trained memory was that of Simonides of Ceos, who left a banquet he had attended just before the roof collapsed, killing the remaining guests. Through the use of rhetorical loci Simonides was able to recall who had sat where, thereby allowing the relatives to identify the deceased for burial."119 Architectural images were not the only ones chosen, however, for memorizing the places. Cicero speaks of the power of certain images to awaken memory, which others will not do; among those that adhere longest in memory are images of exceptional beauty or ugliness, images that are ornamented or disfigured to make them more striking.'20 In the later rhetorical tradition, one such powerful image was the microcosm. This image was studied by Frances Yates in her book on memory systems, in which attention is called to its use in the occult or cabalistic tradition."'2 Certainly such an application of it would seem more in keeping with its character, since the whole point of the microcosm is of its relation to the macrocosm. And a memory system organized around the microcosm implies participation in the memory of God. But this is precisely the kind of value Scanelli attaches to visual art; his is a Neoplatonic system in which the end of art is the contemplation of God."'22 To be sure he was not alone in this. There was an important Neoplatonic thread weaving through sixteenth-and seventeenth-century criticism; and speculation concerning God played a far more active role on the whole in this fundamentally theological literary tradition than has been realized, so that readers should not have had unusual difficulty making sense of Scanelli's striking image.
Rhetorical Figures Versus Historical Facts
The writing of art history and criticism in the Italian Renaissance tradition was a humanist endeavor that was stimulated, as other humanist activities, by a renewed interest in the Latin language and its literature. It was, then, part of the classical revival for which the Renaissance is known; it looked to ancient precedent, relying on the authority of classical usage and models. The model it found most applicable to the discussion of works of art was that of panegyrical rhetoric, which provided the framework for art history and criticism from Villani and Modern readers, with their contrasting view of history, have become accustomed to reading this literature critically and to using it selectively, accepting some reports while rejecting others, testing the assertions of a Vasari, on the whole placing greater trust in a Bellori than a Malvasia. The reasons for this trust in the "objectivity" of one or another of these writers have been, however, neither clear nor well founded. The important point is that texts in this critical and biographical tradition make use of rhetorical tropes and figures in their concern to be suasive. Clearly the relation of these rhetorical means to historical "facts" was complex and subject to alteration and even crisis. The only thing that can be said with certainty is that it cannot be assumed that because a text says something about a work of art it must be so. If knowing this causes renewed attention to be focused on the works themselves, its effect on the discipline of art history will be entirely salutary.
